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Introduction 
 
In March 2002, the Draft Supplemental Feasibility Study for the Whatcom 
Waterway Site and Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Bellingham Bay Comprehensive Strategy were made available for public 
review and comment.  Both documents evaluate a new remedial alternative for 
the Whatcom Waterway site that includes disposal of contaminated sediments in 
a portion of Georgia-Pacific’s Aerated Stabilization Basin (ASB).  Georgia-
Pacific’s ASB was constructed in 1978 to provide secondary wastewater 
treatment, primarily for its pulp mill operations. 
 
In late 2001, following closure of the pulp mill and associated operations, 
Georgia-Pacific determined that 21 acres of the 29-acre ASB could potentially be 
used as a disposal facility for contaminated sediments dredged from the 
Whatcom Waterway site and other sites in Bellingham Bay. 
 
Because the ASB was not an available sediment disposal option when the 
original Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Study 
were issued, a Supplemental Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact 
Statement were developed to evaluate this new alternative.  
 
The supplemental documents were available for public review and comment from 
March 11, 2002 through April 24, 2002. 
 
Public involvement activities related to these documents included: 

 Distribution of a fact sheet to approximately 1,000 people in Bellingham 
and other interested parties. 

 Publication of a paid display ad in the Bellingham Herald on March 10, 
2002. 

 Publication of a notice in the Washington State Site Register, dated March 
5, 2001. 

 Posting of the documents on the Ecology web. 
 Providing copies of the documents through information repositories at 

Ecology and at the Bellingham Public Library. 
 Open house and public meeting on March 21, 2002.  

 
There were no changes to the documents as a result of comments received. 
 
 
Comments Received and Ecology Responses: 
 





 
Response to Comments: 
 
Response to Joanne Snarski, Washington Department of Natural Resources 
 

1) Comment noted. 
 
2) Comment noted. 

 
3) Comment noted.  Continued coordination with and participation of DNR 

and other interested parties is expected and encouraged. 
 







Response to Mr. Norm Neilsen. 
 

1) Comment noted.   The technical issues surrounding the maintenance of 
the site conditions are addressed during the design phase of cleanup 
projects.  During the design phase, a cleanup action plan and 
engineering design report will be developed to address these issues.  
Both of these documents will be made available for public review and 
comment.  If this alternative is selected, design, construction and ongoing 
management of the site will be evaluated to adequately ensure continued 
protection of human health and the environment.    

 
2) Detailed leaching studies are being performed on sediments collected 

from the more highly contaminated areas of the site, and represent 
sediments that would generate the highest leachate mercury 
concentrations.  The pre-remedial design leaching tests are currently 
being performed using the Pancake Column Leach Test (PCLT; formerly 
known as the thin-layer column leach test) using procedures developed by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and accepted for contaminated 
sediment disposal evaluations by Ecology, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and other regulatory agencies.  Consistent with 
regulatory guidance, leaching tests are normally run under anaerobic 
conditions.  This is particularly appropriate since containment design will 
minimize atmospheric oxygen penetration and maximize anaerobic 
conditions.  Anaerobic conditions will preserve the very large sulfide 
reserves present in the sediments.  Again, if this alternative is selected, 
the design will be developed and further evaluated to adequately ensure 
continued protection of human health and the environment. (See also 
Hanners #1 and Johnson and Tolchin #5). 

 
3) Comment noted (refer to comments 1 and 2 above). 





Response to Mr. Thomas O’Moore. 
 
1) Comment noted.   
 
2) Comment noted.  If this alternative is selected, a more thorough evaluation 

of the potential for utilization of suction dredging will be performed in the 
design phase.    

 
3) Comment noted. If this alternative is selected, the potential beneficial uses 

will be reviewed.  It should be noted that this property is currently owned 
by the Georgia-Pacific Corporation. 




